This article explores the problem of attribution in the context of Responsibility to Protect (R2P) intervention through an analysis of the Syrian chemical weapons attack of 2013. We argue that R2P advocates can be confronted by a crisis dynamic where the political momentum for military intervention runs ahead of independent verification and attribution of mass atrocity crimes. We contrast the political momentum for intervention with the technical process of independent attribution and show that the sort of independent evidence that would ideally legitimize an R2P intervention was unavailable when there was political momentum for action. Conversely, the information that was available (which inevitably informed the political momentum for action) was largely produced by state intelligence organizations -or a potentially briefed media -and shaped by the interests and priorities of its end users. While understandable in the face of the 'extreme', we suggest that the mobilization of political momentum by R2P advocates entails significant dangers: first, it risks undermining the integrity of R2P if evidence is later discredited and second, it risks amplifying the perception that states sometimes exploit humanitarian pretexts in pursuit of other strategic ends.
Introduction
The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) has been a prominent and sometimes controversial feature of both academic and policy-oriented debates for more than a decade. At times, it has seemed as if encounters between R2P advocates and critics have generated more heat than light and that their differences are more irreconcilable than ever. This is no doubt because both advocates and critics are motivated by a genuine attempt to prevent extreme violence directed towards civilians. On the one side, R2P advocates are compelled by the horrific circumstances of mass atrocity crimes, such as those that occurred in Rwanda and Srebrenica, as well as more recently in Libya and Syria. On the other side, critics are compelled by a concern that the idea of R2P might be exploited by states as a pretext for politico-strategic objectives, which can escalate, sustain or give rise to further violence. In other words, the debate largely concerns how best to reconcile the normative and political content of R2P.
In this article, we attempt to draw a line through this debate by closely examining the discourse that surrounded the Syrian chemical weapons attacks of 2013.
1 This is a particularly useful case for three reasons. First, the issue of chemical weapons explicitly draws security and humanitarian imperatives into the same discursive space -a dynamic captured in the IR literature on the 'chemical weapons taboo '. 2 Second, the framing of chemical weapons as Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) has served to politicize both their actual and potential use, particularly since the 2003 Iraq War. Third, the attribution of the chemical weapons attack was contested in ways that reflected the geopolitical structure of the Syrian conflict. Together, these dynamics make this a useful case for investigating the intersection of political and normative imperatives around R2P. 3 We argue that R2P advocates can be confronted by a crisis dynamic where the political momentum for military intervention runs ahead of independent verification and attribution of mass atrocity crimes. We analyse the political discourse after the Syrian chemical weapons attack and highlight the way many advocates called for R2P intervention, with the proviso that the role of the Syrian government was proven. We then contrast the momentum for intervention with the technical process of independent attribution carried out by the United Nations (UN) Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). We show that the sort of independent evidence that would ideally legitimize an R2P intervention was unavailable when there was political momentum for action. Conversely, the information that was available (which inevitably informed the political momentum for action) was largely produced by state intelligence organizations -or a potentially briefed media -and shaped by the interests and priorities of its end users. While understandable in the face of the 'extreme', we suggest that the mobilization of political momentum by R2P advocates entails significant dangers: first, it risks undermining the integrity of R2P if evidence is later discredited and second, it risks amplifying the perception that states sometimes exploit humanitarian pretexts in pursuit of other strategic ends.
In order to make this case, the first section begins by outlining the various claims made about the Syrian chemical weapons incident of 2013. The second section explores the dangers of mobilizing political momentum by examining the reliability of evidence provided by states to make the case for military interventions. We do this via an analysis of 'intelligence', which is an information product that makes probabilistic estimates about current events and possible futures. We then show that crisis dynamics can incentivize information emanating from states over and above independent attribution. Section three assesses the significance of these insights for the R2P project and identifies some practices that are particularly vulnerable to these crisis dynamics.
However, before we proceed we must first establish the scope of this article, which includes what we mean by 'R2P'. Our understanding of R2P draws from the version that was agreed by national leaders in the 2005 World Summit outcome document. Here they were clear that R2P is concerned with four mass atrocity crimes: genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. 4 As such, former UN SecretaryGeneral Ban Ki-moon described it as 'narrow but deep '. 5 What this means is that R2P is not synonymous with humanitarian intervention, but encompasses questions as wideranging as inclusive governance and strengthening domestic resilience, which can be effective in militating against such crimes. 6 This article discusses the coercive (and contentious) elements of R2P, but we start from the understanding that this is only one aspect of what R2P involves. It can be helpful then to conceptualize R2P as three pillars -a frame used by the UN and by most R2P literature currently. The first pillar requires states to protect their own populations from mass atrocity crimes and applies to all states. The second pillar envisages a cooperative relationship between states and relevant neighbours, regional organizations and international organizations, whereby states are assisted in providing protection to their peoples.
7 Pillar three can involve consensual tools 8 such as mediation, peacebuilding and unarmed civilian peacekeeping 9 , as well as coercive tools such as sanctions and peace enforcement where states have 'manifestly failed' to provide such protection. Unsurprisingly, pillars one and two are less contentious as they presume only consensual actions. We understand R2P as a spectrum of activities and tools, aimed at preventing and responding to mass atrocity crimes, which can include both consensual and coercive elements. R2P does not equate to humanitarian intervention, despite some who argue that the primary focus of R2P is or should be humanitarian intervention, 10 and others who fear that R2P will lead to more use of humanitarian intervention.
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Given the many concerns of R2P, we deploy a further delineation in the final section of the essay: 'policy agenda' and 'rallying cry'. 12 The 'policy agenda' heading refers to the ideal that effective use of prevention tools will lead to fewer crisis situations that escalate to the point where humanitarian intervention is considered. The 'rallying cry' focuses on situations where mass atrocity crimes are occurring or foreseeable in the immediate future, and the idea that labelling a crisis an 'R2P situation' can help to elevate it above politics as usual to garner a quick and decisive response. It is important to recognize that these categories are not mutually exclusive, but rather reflect different aspects of the R2P doctrine. The R2P agreement outlines the requirement that the use of force has authorization from the UN Security Council: as such the R2P agreement does not change international law. In cases where R2P is used as a rallying cry towards advocacy for humanitarian intervention the decision -per the R2P agreement -rests with the UN Security Council. The Council is a political body, requiring agreement from nine of its fifteen members and the agreement (or abstention) of all permanent members, but with few other formal restrictions on its decision-making. 13 Legitimacy is central to the ability of the Security While condemnation of any possible use of chemical weapons was to be expected, the response suggested by Obama would require evidence of who was ultimately responsible based on a verified, independent, expert assessment. As events transpired, Obama did not enforce the 'red line' despite the use of forceful strategic and humanitarian arguments. Indeed, a complex set of factors both domestically and internationally combined so that those ends came about by different means. For instance, despite the Cameron government's arguments for military intervention, the deliberations in the British parliament did not ultimately support that policy, in large part because of heavy reliance in the Joint Intelligence Committee briefing on 'intelligence reports plus diplomatic and open sources'.
18 In other words, there was a gap that need closing between what was known (via robust evidence) and what was merely presumed. At the same time, the Obama administration remained unsure about both the appetite of the Congress to sanction any such military action (especially in light of Britain's stance), as well as the likely impact it would have on the Iran nuclear deal being negotiated at the time. Former secretary of defence Leon Panetta, for example, has subsequently told The Atlantic that he 'didn't know it was coming'.
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The relevance of R2P to the conflict in Syria was clear long before August 2013. The UN's Independent International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab Republic documented concerns that violence in Syria since March 2011 may constitute crimes against humanity.
20 From August 2012, the Commission added to its regular reports that it had reasonable evidence that war crimes had also been committed. 21 The Commission even stated explicitly that 'The Government has manifestly failed in its responsibility to protect its people', drawing on language on R2P from the World Summit outcome document. 22 The perpetration of mass atrocity crimes is not a 'threshold criteria' for the appli- Ibid., 1.
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the prevention of such crimes. However, since some commentary behaved as if evidence of the perpetration of mass atrocity crimes was a criterion -and such evidence is key to perceptions of legitimacy -it is worth recognizing that the evidence of both crimes against humanity and war crimes was available long before August 2013. The scale of these crimes was such that a month prior to the chemical weapons attack the Commission reported that '[w]ar crimes and crimes against humanity have become a daily reality in the country'. 23 By August, more than 100,000 people had been killed in Syria since the conflict began.
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There was no doubt that the situation in Syria fits within the purview of R2P, including pillar three of R2P, with the Syrian government 'manifestly failing' to protect their population from war crimes and crimes against humanity. The R2P agreement is clear, however, that while coercive measures -including the use of force -can be used, it requires authorization from the UN Security Council, in line with the UN Charter.
Despite this, media discussion on Syria shifted after the chemical weapons attacks, and became more likely to refer to the R2P. For example, in the three months leading up to the attack on 21 August 2013 there were less than 100 news articles on Syria which referred to the R2P, yet in the three months after there were over 400 news articles which drew the connection. 25 In fact, the year 2013 had more newspaper discussion on the connection between Syria and R2P than any other year to date, with 1172 articles in total, half of which referred to chemical weapons. 26 This shows a shift in media discussion of Syria in relation to R2P, beyond the specific statements made by R2P advocates. In addition to the general media increase in discussions linking Syria and R2P, prominent R2P advocates made the argument that military intervention could be an appropriate response provided the use of chemical weapons by the Syrian government could be proven. Lloyd Axworthy and Allan Rock made a strong argument that 'R2P can and should be used as the basis for action in Syria'; however, this was caveated by their requirement that attribution of the Syrian government using chemical weapons be established first. 27 event that made intervention a necessity so long as there was proof that the Syrian government was the perpetrator. Of course, the attribution of the chemical weapons attack intersected with the political realities of the time. Prior to the chemical weapons attack there was little momentum for military intervention in Syria, whereas afterwards there was a period where several states and regional actors pushed for the use of force. First, the UK, along with other regional actors opposed to the Assad government, was enthusiastic about a strong military response. 29 The chemical weapons attack was positioned as casus belli for intervention. The point here is that advocacy for R2P intervention arose in a broader geopolitical context that had the potential to influence information about the chemical weapons attacks. R2P advocates may have wanted proof that the Syrian government was the perpetrator, but the evidence of attribution available in the crisis moment, as the momentum for intervention gained pace, was potentially problematic. Moreover, these advocates faced strong incentives to take this information seriously, when the case for intervention made by states combined strategic arguments about deterrence and regional stability with humanitarian arguments that connected with the concerns of R2P. Indeed, as we indicated above, the language of R2P was already widely operative in media coverage and political commentary on the chemical weapons attack, often woven together with confident assertions that the Assad government was to blame for the attacks. 32 The next section explores the way political dynamics can shape information provided by state intelligence agencies and the media, then contrast this with the technical process of independent attribution. In this context, we suggest R2P advocates needed to take seriously the question of what counts as proof.
Intelligence, attribution and R2P intervention
Numerous sources feed into public perception of international crisis. While reporters 'on the ground' play an important role, by far the most common channel of information At the same time, there was a widespread assumption that independent attribution would confirm the Assad regime was behind the attacks. It is certainly the case that any R2P proposal for intervention in Syria was only, at this stage of the conflict, intended to protect Syrian civilians from the Syrian government.
about an international crisis comes from governments. We focus on the special character of 'intelligence' the chief source of information emanating from states to illustrate the way national interest imperatives intersect with the representation of the crisis like the Syrian chemical weapons attack. The starting point for any account of intelligence should be to note that it is geared towards future action and is in that sense concerned with risk management. Faced with an uncertain and often incoherent environment, including enemies that conceal their activities and intentions, and actively seek to mislead, intelligence analysts can only hope to produce 'estimates' or 'assessments' of likely futures, couched in well-rehearsed caveats about probability and inherent limitations. 33 Following on from here, it is crucial to recognize that the subjects of intelligence estimates are determined by the risks they may pose to a specific set of interests. Thus, intelligence must be understood as 'a system of knowledge in the service of power'. 34 It answers questions that are of concern to policy-makers and political leaders, the end users of intelligence; the priorities and predispositions of users can influence the way these questions are answered, in terms of emphasis and priority; whatever intelligence is produced will be mobilized towards the user's strategic ends. 35 In this sense, even impartial evidence and informed decisionmaking is thoroughly structured by national interest imperatives. These structuring interests become much more explicit and influential around the justification of the use of force. As Bruce Berkowitz noted on the eve of Colin Powell's now notorious presentation to the UN on Iraqi WMD, intelligence is sometimes presented as fact -a 'slam dunk' or a 'smoking gun' -to strengthen the credibility of a political claim.
36 Paul H. Barratt, former Secretary of the Australian Department of Defence, makes the same point regarding the Howard government's assertions about Iraqi WMDs:
The use of the phrase 'the Australian government knows' was a cardinal sin from the viewpoint of both Australian parliamentary procedure and professionalism in the treatment of intelligence. It admits of no doubt -this was not just an assessment, the best judgment we could make with the available evidence at the time, it was knowledge. We should not expect a subsequent inquiry to find that evidence was 'thin, ambiguous, and incomplete', which was the finding of the inquiry led by former DFAT Secretary Philip Flood.
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The point here is that because intelligence is always structured by the interest of its end users, there is real potential for it to be mobilized towards broader strategic ends in ways that misrepresent the underlying estimate. A similar perspective on the Iraqi WMD case is given by Richard K. Betts, an eminent scholar of intelligence theory and practice:
Although the bottom line analytic conclusion was wrong, in the absence of adequate collection it was the proper estimate to make from the intelligence available. and the failure to make clear how weak the direct evidence was for reaching any conclusion and how much the conclusion depended on the logic of deduction from behaviour.
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Of course, what Betts leaves out here is that intelligence agencies were placed under enormous pressure by Bush Administration policy makers to produce estimates in support of a certain policy ambitions. In this sense, there was a relationship between the strength of the estimates about Iraqi WMDs and the political context in which those assessments were made. More broadly, the leaked Downing Street Memo, minutes of a top level British Government meeting in July 2002, indicates: 'that the intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy'.
39 Put simply, the decision to change the Iraqi regime had already been made and WMDs, as well as ancillary humanitarian arguments, were merely convenient pretexts that could justify the policy to the American public and the international community. What this episode indicates is the potential for intelligence to be mobilized towards the strategic ends of states. As we noted above, another common source of information about international crisis is media reportage. However, the chemical weapons issue should remind us of how unreliable the media has been around WMDs. 40 For instance, in the lead up to the Iraq War in 2003, New York Times reporter Judith Miller published a series of articles asserting that Iraq had WMD and an ongoing active programme to produce them. It turned out that much of this reporting was based in private briefings from a senior Bush Administration official who claimed that there was incontrovertible intelligence to that effect. 41 More broadly, the recent Chilcot Report, the UK government's inquiry into the Iraq War, makes it clear that a comprehensive media strategy was an integral part of the push for war.
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To recap then: in the immediate wake of the Syrian chemical weapons incident the UK and Arab states asserted that the Assad regime was responsible. 43 This claim was based in undisclosed intelligence, the authority of which was mobilized publicly in tandem with emotionally charged images of Syrians dead or dying from exposure to chemical agents. At the same time, the provenance of the chemical weapons attacks was muddied by competing claims made by other states, for instance, from Russia and Syria, as well as journalists, foreign affairs analyst and the various non-state actors on the Syrian battlefield. 44 R2P advocates making the case for intervention were put in a position where the information immediately available was provided by self-interested states and a potentially briefed media, both with a recent history of unreliability around WMD. By contrast, the sort of robust independent evidence that would ideally have formed the basis for determining responsibility for the chemical weapons attacks was unavailable. This is largely because chemical weapons experts establish attribution through rigorous, transparent and verifiable methodologies focused on the assessment of technical information about the chemical agent and the delivery system in question. There are technical, practical, legal and political hurdles that can constrain a swift outcome. In the context of the Syrian chemical weapons attacks, technical constraints on UN inspections include not only the procurement of evidence, witness accounts and testimony (from medics, for example), but also the limitations of an interagency process that requires testing in multiple facilities over the course of several days. 45 Practical constraints include the inescapable problem that Syria is an active war zone, and UN inspectors must prioritize both their own personal safety, as well as their mission's integrity. For instance, the proper handling of evidence and selection of witnesses is a difficult task during any conflict, whether the relevant parties comply or not. 48 It had, however, investigated only 7 of 16 alleged attacks beginning as early as October 2012. Simply put, independent verification of evidence that could attribute any alleged use to any one party to the conflict would be technically and politically difficult to establish, and at any rate was never included in the mandate of any subsequent mission by the OPCW-UN or OPCW.
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The point here is that independent reliable evidence on attribution -which R2P advocates might have relied upon instead of state intelligence -was not available and, by its very nature, could not have been. Moreover, states publicly attributing the use of chemical weapons to the Syrian government were unwilling or unable to disclose the technical information that would have allowed independent experts to confirm their attribution. The reports of the OPCW-UN mission which ceased in September 2014 are collated here: https://opcw.unmissions.org/ other-relevant-documents and https://opcw.unmissions.org/opcw-un-reports. While the reports of the subsequent OPCW mission are located here: https://www.opcw.org/special-sections/syria/fact-finding-mission-reports/ According to an advisory opinion from noted chemical weapons specialist J. Perry Robinson:
Whether the many allegations of Syrian poison-gas warfare are or are not true cannot reasonably be judged on the evidence currently in the public domain … [Furthermore] the several governments which have explicitly accused the Syrian regime of using Sarin nerve-gas against the rebels seem to be withholding evidence that, if disclosed, might make their charges more believable than they are. The gap in disclosure is not so much intelligence from sensitive sources or methodologies but is instead straightforward description for scientific audiences of the procedures that have been used for analysing physiological and environmental samples.
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As it turned out, the public case for military intervention made by the UK and US governments did not ultimately withstand high levels of community cynicism about deceptive intelligence around WMDs and Middle-Eastern wars.
Nevertheless, what all this highlights is the danger faced by R2P advocates making a case for intervention in a crisis. In the absence of timely independent attribution there is potential for assumptions based in state intelligence or potentially unreliable media to be acted on. In such an environment, the reticence and scepticism of expert communities is liable to be drowned out by the political momentum and the demand for action. As one chemical weapons specialist, J.P. Zanders sees it:
Instant judgement does not equal instant justice. It merely satisfies other hidden desires: the dark gratification of being able to Saddam-ise yet another political leader, the clamouring for policy objectives that have little to do with the chemical attacks as such, the uncontrollable eagerness to impart wisdom … the need to simplify complex realities for a tweeting global audience …
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The point here is that the chemical weapons attacks in Syria indicate a problematic dynamic. On the one hand, the sort of robust independent evidence that would ideally form the basis of an R2P case for military intervention is often unavailable when there is political momentum for action -or indeed when the prospect of further civilian casualties seems imminent. On the other hand, the information that is available (which inevitably informs the political momentum for action) is routinely produced by state intelligence services -or a briefed media -and shaped by the interests and priorities of its end users. Although many R2P advocates supported military intervention in Syria on the proviso that responsibility for the chemical weapons attacks be proven, independent verification was in reality never a possibility. Put simply, they could not have reasonably known who committed this heinous act.
This section has explored the implication of crisis dynamics that confront R2P advocates. We have established that intelligence, a key source of information emanating from states, is implicitly (and on some notable occasions, explicitly) shaped by national interest, including the policy goals of its end users. We have suggested that this information is often the most readily available in crisis situations, especially when independent verification can involve complicated and time consuming processes. In the final section, we explore the potential consequences of this dynamic and offer a word of caution for R2P advocacy around military intervention.
R2p advocacy and the perception of pretexts
One way to explore the risks associated with unreliable information is situate the different concerns of R2P in relation to the dynamics of sovereignty in crisis circumstances. As we noted earlier, for our purposes, the concerns of R2P can be usefully delineated under the headings 'rallying cry' and 'policy agenda'. The former is about 'speaking R2P', which is to say describing a situation as R2P to elevate it within political debates; the later refers to implementing and mainstreaming the prevention strategies of R2P throughout domestic, regional and international infrastructure, which may be done with or without describing it as R2P. 52 It is important to reiterate that these categories are not mutually exclusive, but rather reflect different aspects of the R2P doctrine. Of particular interest here is Bellamy's argument that the rallying cry advocacy for R2P-based military intervention has shown limited effectiveness in changing the underlying political dynamic driving international responses to a crisis. 53 It follows that rallying cry advocacy may only be effective when the underlying political dynamic are aligned with intervention. Thus, even when states appear to embrace humanitarian arguments for intervention, there is a significant risk that their justification and the information that supports it will be rooted in strategic imperatives.
Relating this situation to the dynamics of sovereignty in crisis circumstances can highlight the danger for R2P advocates. Two accounts of sovereignty are relevant: de jure sovereignty, most familiar to internationalists and cosmopolitans, points to the norms, practices and social relations that have given meaning to sovereignty over time; de facto Sovereignty, most familiar to classical realists and critical legal scholars, points to the ultimate authority that allows the sovereign to identify a crisis and act decisively to resolve it, and to make rules but not be bound by them, particularly in exceptional circumstances.
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According to Moses:
[…] while de jure theories of sovereignty find meaning for the term in shared understanding, practices, legitimacy and recognition, de facto theories find sovereignty in the opposite: at points of crisis, misunderstanding, lack of recognition, and, most importantly, in the forceful resolution of these intense political conflicts.
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Of course, these two accounts are not mutually exclusive: they describe the normative quality and hierarchical character of sovereignty. While sovereignty emerges and is reproduced in social contexts that shape identity and possibilities for action, the ultimate authority of the sovereign in that social context means that norms and regularities that might 52 Stamnes, 'Speaking R2P'; Bellamy, 'The Responsibility to Protect -Five Years On'. It has been argued elsewhere that the framing of 'rallying cry' and 'policy agenda' is overly simplistic, as R2P can serve as a 'catalyst for debate' that helps to foreground protection needs, but does not determine a specific course of action (which will depend on multiple normative, strategic and pragmatic factors) Jennifer Welsh, 'Norm Contestation and the Responsibility to Protect', Global Responsibility to Protect 5, no. 4 (2013): 365-96 . We use the distinction here however, as there was an attempt by advocates to link R2P and chemical weapons use in this case as part of a call to action, in line with the 'rallying cry' framing. Ibid., 22-3. bind some actors are much more contestable at the apex of political power. At the same time, we can point to the way influential assemblages of norms, practices, rules and historical structures shape, constrain and enable the exercise of sovereign power in palpable ways.
On the above delineation, we can associate R2P with de jure sovereignty, to the extent that it seeks to impact the legal and normative dimensions of sovereignty. Conversely, we can associate military intervention with de facto sovereignty, to the extent that it is only ever at the point of crisis and the 'forceful resolution of intense political conflicts' that intervention takes place. Understood this way, the vulnerability of rallying cry advocacy is plain. In the crisis moment where the use of force is imminent, when de facto sovereignty is most likely to be enlivened, R2P advocates seek to mobilize the de jure norm of sovereign responsibility. Thus, advocacy for R2P-based intervention will often coincide with the powerful assertion of sovereign interest. R2P advocates must therefore be especially careful to insulate against the perception and possibility of de facto sovereign power working through international law and humanitarian pretexts.
While understandable in the face of the 'extreme', we suggest that the mobilization of political momentum by R2P advocates -particularly where independent attribution of mass atrocity crimes is unavailable -will entail two significant dangers. First, it will risk undermining the integrity of the R2P intervention. Toni Erskine has recently emphasized the moral imperative of informed decision-making around R2P interventions. Erskine makes this point as part of a broader engagement with the concept of 'resultant moral luck' -the idea that moral judgement about past events can inadvertently include in the consideration aspects of chance that were beyond the control of any specific actor. 56 The primary implication of this concept relates to judgments about moral responsibility. However, Erskine extends the analysis to show how it also imposes strong prospective prudential obligations on moral agents when they make decisions about future actions:
This variation on resultant luck speaks to considerations of prospective moral responsibility by reinforcing the imperative to act only when it is possible to offer a fully informed, compelling justification of the decision to do so, which heeds clear precautionary principles and will withstand any result. It also warns of the folly in allowing the morality of a decision to be either held hostage to -or redeemed by -fortune.
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This analysis suggests there are risks in proceeding with an R2P intervention before there is robust independent evidence to support that course of action.
Second, R2P advocates would also risk amplifying the perception that states sometimes exploit humanitarian crisis in pursuit of strategic ends. As Mallavarapu highlights, colonial legacies already leave some states suspicious of the power imbalances involved in military intervention for humanitarian purposes, especially when former colonial powers -who historically justified their initial conquest in moral terms -often lead interventions in their former colonies. 58 Bellamy has contested these neo-imperial arguments on the Whatever the case, the R2P community must be on guard against advocacy that risks undermining the purported impartiality of the R2P doctrine and inviting the perception that states manipulate humanitarian crisis as pretexts in the pursuit of other policies. This perception and possibility may be to some extent unavoidable, but that does not overwhelm R2P as a positive project. Instead, both the risks highlighted above suggest that values of caution and impartiality must underpin any rallying cry advocacy for R2P-based intervention. At the same time, it is worth emphasizing that the policy agenda aspects of R2P comprise the greater part of the R2P project and remain the most promising avenue for tangible political change. Raising awareness, building early warning systems, and developing regional and international networks for preventative diplomacy, can make very significant contributions towards preventing mass atrocity crimes. Our analysis of the discourse surrounding the Syrian chemical weapons crisis of 2013 indicates that if the legitimacy of R2P based intervention (and R2P more broadly) is to be maintained there must first -and principally -be reliable and verified evidence.
At a minimum, any case for R2P-based intervention, whether it is advanced by R2P advocates or states in the context of a UN resolution, needs to be based in robust, impartial and publicly verifiable evidence. We have suggested that on the issue WMD, this requires the application of a rigorous and independent attribution process that would not necessarily keep pace with an unfolding crisis or the currents of politics. What is particularly striking in the case we examined is the extent to which the expert community best positioned to contribute to the attribution process was largely side-lined from the political discourse. The sort of robust and impartial case that we argue is a necessity would need to be based not only in a dialogue between expert communities about the facts at hand and the realities of the attribution process, but also in the public availability of basic technical data that could be analysed by multiple independent experts.
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